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Abstract 
Nowadays, no business organization can escape from a stiffer competition. This situation demands for 
never ending innovation to survive and grow. Arguably, an innovative organization cannot be achieved 
without creative employees and supporting working environment. This study aims at investigating the 
relationship of the environment support on the employees' creativity. The environment support, in this 
study, includes work and non-work environment support, such as the support from supervisor and 
family. Special attention is paid to assess the mediating role of intrinsic motivation in the relationship. 
In doing so, a survey is administered to 132 employees (editorial staffs) working in mass media 
industry in the Indonesian context.  
The findings show that the support from co-workers is influential to promote the creativity of the 
employees. Surprisingly, the supports from supervisor and family provide no significant impact on the 
creativity. The study also reveals that intrinsic motivation partially influences the relationship between 
the support from co-workers and the creativity. It unearths that intrinsic motivation the employees have 
may signify the impact of the support from co-workers on their creativity. But this is not the case for 
the supports from supervisor and family.  
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1. Introduction 
Rapid changes in the global competition as well as increasing demands for goods 
and services from the consumers make innovation a necessity for any organization to survive 
(Klijn and Tomic, 2009). The first phase of the innovation process is creating fresh ideas 
useful for the organization, so-called creativity. Creativity must be distinguished from 
innovation. Creativity refers to development of ideas that meet fresh, original, relevant, and 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of The 5th Indonesia International Conference on Innovation, 
Entrepreneurship, and Small Business.
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useful criteria (Amabile et al., 1996; Oldham and Cumming, 1996). On the other hand, 
innovation manifests the successful implementation of the new ideas by the organization 
(Amabile and Corti, 1999). 
To generate innovation, an organization must pay adequate attention to the creativity the 
employees have (Amabile et al., 1996). This is because the success of an organization in 
product, process, or service innovation depends upon the development of creative ideas of 
the employees beyond their thinking (Schepers and Van den Berg, 2007). 
Many empirical studies have been conducted to address factors that contribute to 
the employees’ creativity (e.g., Amabile et al., 1996; Woodman et al., 1996; Oldham and 
Cumming, 1996; Zhou and Shalley, 2003). In general, factors that contribute to the 
employees’ creativity are categorized into personal and contextual factors. Personal factors 
are intrinsically originated from an employee’s self and directly contribute to the employee’s 
creativity. Personal factors may include employees’ personality and intrinsic motivation 
(e.g.Zhou and Shalley, 2003). Contextual factors refer to external dimensions that are 
potential to influence employee’s creativity (Shalley et al., 2004), for instance, work 
environment support (e.g. supports from supervisor and co-workers) and non-work 
environment support (family support) (e.g. Madjar et al., 2002). 
Supervisor and co-workers are individuals surrounding an employee. Interaction 
with those individuals will certainly enhance the employees’ creativity since they get 
emotional and informational supports from the supervisor and co-worker (Madjar, 2008). 
Individuals outside the work environment (i.e. father, mother, siblings, or spouse) as well as 
peers are expected to give support in the form of information and suggestion (Madjar, 2008). 
Family can contribute information and suggestion in a more freely way without adhering to 
limiting organizational procedures. In addition, family is regarded as having a stronger 
emotional tie with the employee. In this way, it is easier for the employee to share ideas with 
relatives (Madjar, 2005). 
In the context of study on creativity, personal and contextual factors are frequently 
treated as independent variables. Some studies use personal factors, such as intrinsic 
motivation, as a mediating variable (e.g., Shalley and Smith, 2001; Shin and Zhou, 2003). 
Studies that use intrinsic motivation to represent personal factor as a mediating variable 
come to inconsistent results (Shalley and Smith, 2001; Shin and Zhou, 2003; Shalley et al., 
2004). Shin and Zhou (2003) show that intrinsic motivation partially mediates the impact of 
transformational leadership on the employees’ creativity in the manufacture plants of South 
Korea. In another study, Shalley and Smith (2001) provide different evidence that intrinsic 
motivation mediates the impact of evaluation factor on college students’ creativity. 
The inconsistent results of studies may be explained by the difference in the 
measurement of intrinsic motivation (Shalley et al., 2004) and in the method of the study. 
Shalley and Smith (2001) conducted an experimental study while Shin and Zhou (2003) 
administered a survey study. The recent study aims at filling the gap of inconsistency among 
the previous studies. 
More specifically, the study aims at, firstly, investigating the relationship of work 
environment support, i.e. supports from the supervisor and co-workers, with the employees’ 
creativity; secondly, investigating the relationship of non-work environment support, i.e. 
family support, with the employees’ creativity; and thirdly, investigating the mediating role 
of intrinsic motivation in the relationship of work environment support and non-work 
environment support with the employees’ creativity. 
The study was conducted in mass media industry in Pekanbaru, the Province of 
Riau, Indonesia. Mass media was selected because this industry depends much on the highly 
creative employees in processing and presenting the news to the audience. In addition, 
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competition of media industry (i.e. newspaper, magazines) in Pekanbaru, Province of Riau 
(Indonesia) has gone stiffer in the last few years (Sutanto et al., 2009). Therefore, any 
organization includes mass media needs highly creative employees. The study is relevant to 
provide beneficial inputs for business practitioners particularly in print media industry and 
other relevant decision makers. 
The paper is outlined into five sections. The first part discusses introduction that 
includes background and objective of the study. The next section is literature review and 
hypotheses. Research method that includes design, data collection technique, validity and 
reliability testing, respondents and respondent selection technique, measurement, and data 
analysis method is discussed in the third section. Descriptions on data collection process, 
respondents’ demographic characteristics, correlation among variables, and discussion of the 
hypothesis testing results are presented in the fourth part. The last part covers conclusion, 
limitation of study, and future research agenda. 
2. Literature Review And Hypotheses 
 2.1  Work Environment Support  
Research on the social influence between an employee and others at workplace is a 
constantly developing phenomenon. Amabile et al (1996) suggests that through work 
environment, an organization can influence the degree of employees’ creativity (Amabile et 
al., 1996). Specifically, work environment consists of two dimensions: supervisor support 
and co-worker support, as described in the following sections. 
 
2.2  Supervisor Support 
Some previous studies proved that supervisor support contributes to the employees’ 
creativity (e.g., Amabile et al, 1996; Oldham and Cumming, 1996). A study by Oldham and 
Cumming (1996) suggested that a supporting supervisor would positively influence the 
employees’ creativity. A supporting supervisor pays attention to what the employees feel and 
want. Such supervisor encourages the employees to tell their opinion, gives positive 
feedback and information, and facilitates the development of employees’ skill. 
Furthermore, positive contribution to the employees’ creativity would result when a 
supervisor pays attention to the employees’ need and willingness by giving support, 
empathy, expression, and personal encouragement (Deci and Ryan, 1985). Supervisor 
supports may be expressed in the form of respect, praise for any successful performance, and 
an open interaction with the employees (Madjar, 2008). Understanding and support from the 
supervisor enhance the employees’ curiosity and concentration to their tasks. The employees 
have no fear of making a mistake and brave to take risk (Shin and Zhou, 2003; Madjar, 
2008). They can explore and experiment new ideas and approaches in an open way (Madjar, 
2008). Amabile et al. (1996) emphasize that a supervisor can encourage the employees to 
keep trying despite failures. In other words, supervisor support makes the employees more 
creative. 
Based on the above explanation, the following hypothesis can be formulated:   
H1a: The more the supervisor support, the higher the employees’ creativity 
  
2.3 Co-Worker Support 
In addition to supervisor, it is believed that co-worker is an influential factor for an 
employee at work environment. The employees’interacteach other through a social 
interaction mechanism at their workplace.  Zhou and George (2001) show that information 
and skills of co-workers willgenerate feedback, new information, and elaboration of unusual 
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ideas to the other workers. This will encourage other employees to enhance their creativity. 
In this way, Madjar (2005) emphasizes that the employees’ creativity will be enhanced 
through information-sharing behavior among the workers. Information-sharing behavior in 
turn stimulates the employees to develop their ideas. 
 In addition, co-workers may serve as a source of idea and knowledge that can 
stimulate the employees’ creativity (Madjar, 2008). Interaction among the co-workers 
stimulates and forces the other employees to introduce new ideas they have (Cummings and 
Oldham, 1997). Therefore, we can conclude that the more the co-worker support, the higher 
the employees’ creativity. This notion can be formulated into the following hypothesis:  
H1b: The more the co-worker support, the higher the employees’ creativity 
 
2.4  Non-Work Environment Support  
Several studies (e.g., Koestner et al., 1999; Ray and Miller, 1994) had been 
conducted to investigate the impact of support from the individuals outside the organization 
on the employees’ creativity. The support may come from the core relatives and spouse, so-
called non-work environment support. Non-work environment support can influence the 
employees’ interest in their job (e.g., Madjar et al, 2002; Madjar, 2005). Furthermore, the 
support directly leads to creative response from the employees (Madjar et al., 2002). 
The study by Madjar et al. (2002) proves that family support positively influences 
the employees’ creativity. Family can provide both emotional and informational supports. 
Emotional support may be expressed by motivating and providing constructive suggestion to 
make the employees interested in their job and to stimulate creative and ideas useful (Madjar, 
2008). Informational support can be provided by sharing relevant information to the 
employees’ task. The family can give informational support when at least one member of the 
family had worked in the same profession (Bloom, 1985; Madjar, 2005).  
Therefore, the following hypothesis would be tested in this study:  
H2: The more the family support, the higher the employees’ creativity 
 
2.5 The Role of Intrinsic Motivation as a 
Mediating Variable 
Intrinsic motivation refers to what extent the employees are motivated and 
interested in their tasks and to what extent they actively participate in their tasks (Deci, 
1972). Amabile (1997) suggests that employees would be more creative when they have 
high-level intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation tends to make the employees more 
curious, flexible, and brave to take risks. Therefore, employees can produce new ideas that 
are useful for the organization and have enough bravery to tell their opinion and ideas to 
others. 
Intrinsic motivation serves as a prime driver of employees’ creativity in doing tasks 
and jobs (Deci and Ryan, 1985). Creativity might not have been resulted when the 
employees could not open their selves and when they were not convinced that their tasks and 
jobs as something that can be done easily. 
Furthermore, three are three psychological mechanisms that stimulate employees’ 
creativity (Grand and Berry, 2011). Firstly, when the employees are intrinsically motivated, 
they will perceive a positive creativity stimulation that encourages them to access more 
information and in turn encourages them to identify and isolate the ideas they have in a 
flexible way. Secondly, when the employees are intrinsically motivated, their curiosity and 
interest to learn will promote flexibility in their way of thinking and eventually encourage 
their risk-taking behavior (Grand and Berry, 2011). Thirdly, the theory of self-determination 
suggests that intrinsic motivation can promote employees’ creativity through increasing 
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perseverance, since the employees with intrinsic motivation are diligent and ready to do 
challenging, complex, and unusual tasks (Gagne and Deci, 2005). 
Amabile et al. (1996) suggest that work environment could influence the 
employees’ intrinsic motivation that they would be ready to perform beyond their 
expectation. Through intrinsic motivation, employees can contribute fresh ideas that are 
useful for the organization and eventually leading to innovation within the organization 
(Shalley et al., 2004). The employees will be more creative when they have high-level 
intrinsic motivation (Shalley et al., 2004). The intrinsic motivation stimulates the employees’ 
curiosity, flexibility in thinking, and risk-taking behavior (Zhou and Shalley, 2003). All of 
the characters promote employees’ creativity. Through supervisor support and co-worker 
support, work environment support influences the employees’ creativity by making use of 
the intrinsic motivation (Shaley et al., 2004). 
When the employees get support from the supervisor, they will feel respected and 
get motivated to do their tasks well (Oldham and Cumming, 1996). Consequently, they will 
be ready to perform beyond what the organization expects. They will be more motivated to 
create new ideas that are useful for the organization. Based on the explanation above, the 
following hypothesis can be formulated:  
H3a: Intrinsic motivation mediates the impact of supervisor support on the employees’ 
creativity 
 
In addition to supervisor support, intrinsic motivation is also influenced by co-
worker support. As discussed above, co-worker support may come in the form of 
informational support (Madjar, 2008). The information the employees get from the co-
workers can be interpreted as a form of support to promote the employees’ capability at 
workplace. The information may be knowledge and experience related to the tasks they did 
or they are doing (Madjar, 2008). When the employees perceive the co-worker support, they 
will be intrinsically motivated to finish the tasks and to develop new ideas and promote them 
to other workers (Coelho et al., 2011). 
Therefore, the hypothesis to test in this research is: 
H3b: Intrinsic motivation mediates the impact of co-worker support on the employees’ 
creativity 
 
Furthermore, in addition supervisor support and co-worker support, family plays an 
essential role in shaping the employees’ creativity. Ray and Miller (1994) suggest that family 
support has an emotional effect on an employee. The family can help create a positive mood, 
when the employee is under pressure in doing her/histasks (Madjar, 2008). The family can 
convince the employeethat s/he can do her/his tasks in the right way. Such inner will 
motivates the employee to perform beyond the expectation. This intrinsic motivation in turn 
promotes production of fresh ideas, which are useful not only for the tasks at hand but also 
for teamwork and organization as a whole. Based on the above mentioned, the hypothesis of 
the study can be formulated as follow: 
H3c: Intrinsic motivation mediates the impact of family support on the employees’ creativity  
 
Taken together, the previous explanation is summarized in the following figure 
(Figure 1) 
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Figure1. Research Model 
 
3. Research  Method 
The research used quantitative confirmatory design. The data were collected 
through survey (i.e. distributing questionnaire directly to the respondents). The questionnaire 
consists of items about the employees’ demographic characteristics, work environment 
support, non-work environment support variables, and intrinsic motivation. The variables 
were measured with 5-point Likert’s scale (1=strong disagreement; 5=strong agreement).The 
validity test was conducted with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), resulting significant 
Keiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient of 0.777 (df 351) and Bartlett’s Test (approx. Chi-
square: 1.791E3). The reliability test was shown by Cronbach’s Alpha value which all of the 
variables were found to be more than 0.6. Nunally (1978) suggested that Cronbach Alpha 
values of 0.5 to 0.6 are acceptable. Therefore, we can conclude that the instrument used in 
this study is valid and reliable. 
The hypotheses were tested using hierarchical regression analysis method based on 
the procedure proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). To test the hypotheses for a mediating 
variable, three regression equations were used: 1) regression of independent variables against 
mediating variable; 2) regression of independent variables against dependent variable; and 3) 
regression of independent variables and mediating variable against the dependent variable 
(Baron and Kenny, 1986). 
A variable serves as a mediating variable when meeting the following conditions. 
Firstly, the independent variables are associated with the mediating variable in the first 
equation. Secondly, the independent variables are associated with the dependent variable in 
the second equation. Thirdly, the mediating variable is associated with the dependent 
variable in the third equation. A partial mediation is assumed when the impact of 
independent variables on the dependent variables (in the third equation) was lower than that 
of the second equation. A full mediation is assumed when the independent variables had no 
significant impact on the dependent variable, when the mediating variable was controlled in 
third equation (Baron and Kenny, 1986). 
 
3.1  Respondents and Respondent Selection Technique  
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 The study was conducted in six entities of print media industry in Pekanbaru, 
Province of Riau, from July to September 2012. The respondents were 132 employees 
(editorial staffs), 120 filled questionnaires were returned make response rate 90.9%. After 
preliminary checking, 111 questionnaires (84.1%) were eligible for this study.  
 
3.2  Measurement 
The research instrument was developed based on previous studies.  
Employees’ creativity. Employee creativity was measured with ten-item developed 
by Zhou and George (2001). ). A sample item is my supervisor discusses with me my work-
related ideas in order to improve them 
Supervisor support. These variables were measured with four-items adapted from 
Madjar et al. (2002). A sample item is my supervisor discusses with me my work-related 
ideas in order to improve them 
 Co-worker support. These variables were measured with four-items adapted from 
Madjar et al. (2002). A sample item is my coworkers are always ready to support me if I 
introduce an unpopular idea or solution at work. 
Family support. A six-item scale to measure Family support was adapted from 
Madjar et al. (2002). A sample item is my family outside this organization is almost always 
supportive when I come up with a new idea about my job 
Intrinsic Motivation. A three-item scale to measure Intrinsic Motivation was 
adapted from Utman (1997) and Zhang and Bartol (2010). A sample item is I enjoy finding 
solutions to complex problems. 
4. Results And Discussion Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 
 Respondents of this study were employees (editorial staffs) of six print media 
companies in Pekanbaru. Majority of the respondents are male (80.2%) and around 26-40 
years old (73.0%). Most respondents were married (71.2%), had a Bachelor’s degree 
(69.4%), and had worked for 5 to 15 years (64.0%). As a whole, the respondents perceived 
that supervisor support and co-worker support were relatively high (mean-supervisor=3.90; 
mean-co-worker=3.67 of the scale of 5). Similarly, family support was also found to be 
relatively high (mean=3.51), lower than those of co-worker and supervisor (see Table 1). The 
intrinsic motivation and the employees’ support were 3.84 and 3.85, respectively. 
 Table 1 also summarizes analysis of correlation between the variables using Person 
Correlation. The results of correlation test show no multi-co linearity since the correlation 
values between the variables are less than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2006). 
 
4.1 Results of Hypothesis Testing 
 
Hypothesis H1 
Result of hypothesis (H1a) shows that supervisor support does not have a significant 
impact on the employees’ creativity (ß= 0.059; t= 5.659; p>0.05) (see Table 2). Therefore, 
H1a, which suggests that supervisor support has a positive impact on the employees’ 
creativity, was not supported. The current study does not corroborate the previous studies 
(e.g., Shin and Zhou, 2003; Madjar et al., 2002)
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Table1.Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation between Variables 
Source : Primary Data, processed  (2012) 
Note:*  P< 0.05, **  P< 0.01 
 
The recent study does not specifically differentiate supervisor support that might be 
influenced by leadership style. In general, leadership style of a supervisor can be classified 
into two: supporting supervisor and controlling supervisor (Oldham and Cumming, 1996). A 
supporting supervisor gives more attention to what the employees feel and want. Such 
supervisor always encourages employees to tell what they see and feel. S/he will give 
positive supports to the employees, in the form of informational feedback and facilities to 
support the employees’ creativity (Deci and Ryan, 1987). 
On the other hand, a controlling supervisor conducts a tight supervision, makes a 
decision without involving the employees, and gives feedback with the objective of 
controlling the employees. Consequently, the employees are forced to follow the plot set by 
the supervisor; and they tend to have inadequate chance to explore their creative ideas. 
Difference in the leadership style certainly leads to difference in the form of supervisor 
support. This may explain the difference of the current findings from the previous in relation 
to the influence of supervisor support on the employees’ creativity.  
We should note that in the context of this study, supervisor is defined as direct 
supervisor, i.e. editorial supervisor or news coordinator. Interviews with some respondents 
revealed that they reported difficulty in distinguishing when the supervisor was giving order 
or suggestion on what they had to do. The suggestion was frequently interpreted as an order. 
Consequently, they perceived that they had no space and time to develop their creativity. 
This is consisted with what Coelho et al. (2010) suggested, that most employees are confused 
of how and when they have to use feedback and information given by the supervisor. 
In addition to supervisor support, co-worker support is an important component of 
work environment. The essence of co-worker support is willingness to help other workers in 
doing their common tasks. Hypothesis 1b states that co-worker support has a positive impact 
on the employees’ creativity. The recent study supported hypothesis H1b (ß= 0.505; t= 
0.643; p< 0.01), as presented in Table 2.The result of hypothesis H1b testing is consistent 
with what the previous studies found (e.g., George and Zhou, 2007; Madjar et al., 2002; 
Coelho et al., 2010). 
Co-worker is an important source of idea and knowledge that can stimulate the 
employees’ creativity. Co-workers give support in the form of assistance (Madjar, 2005). 
The co-workers share knowledge and experience related to their common tasks. For 
example, co-workers are ready to share knowledge and experience when they are faced with 
relatively difficult and unusual tasks. In addition to sharing experience and knowledge, the 
Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 
1.Supervisor 
Support 3.89 0.61 
1 0.443** 0.139 0.107 0.283** 
2.Co-
Worker 
Support 
3.67 0.69 
0.443** 1 0.332** 0.300** 0.531** 
3.Family 
Support 3.51 0.74 
0.139 0.332** 1 0.236* 0.177 
4.Supervisor 
Support 3.84 0.56 
0.107 0.300** 0.236* 1 0.488** 
5.Employee
Creativity 3.85 0.58 
0.283** 0.531** 0.177 0.488** 1 
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co-workers can also give alternative solutions in implementing their tasks. This in turn 
stimulates the employees to think more creatively by producing different and novel 
alternative solutions for the difficult tasks (George and Zhou, 2007). 
Such situation is an inherent nature of work situation in mass media industry. The 
employees are always interacting in intense ways, from the process of news selection, news 
coverage, to news announcement. Control among co-workers is usually high since they 
(everybody) are (is) responsible for determining quality of the output (news). 
 
Hypothesis 2  
In this study, we also focus on non-work environment support as determinant of 
employee's creativity. Family has a strong emotional tie to an employee, more than what 
individuals at work environment have (i.e. supervisor and co-workers) (Madjar, 2005). An 
employee will be highly creative when s/he/ has a family member who has similar 
professional background. Participation of another family member in the same profession 
enables the two family members to share relevant knowledge and information (Bloom, 1985; 
Madjar 2005). 
The result of hypothesis (H2) testing, as presented in Table 2, show that family 
support does not have a significant impact on the employees’ creativity (ß= 0.002; t= 5.272; 
p> 0.05). Therefore, the study does not support previous studies (e.g. Madjar et al (2002). 
The majority of the respondents (73%) in this research reported no other family member who 
had the same professional background (i.e. journalism). This may explain the current finding 
that family support did not influence the employees’ creativity. 
 
Table 2. Results of Regression Analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Primary Data, processed 
Note:  *   P < 0.05, **  P< 0.01 
 
Hypothesis 3 
Hypothesis 3 is related to the mediating role of intrinsic mediation in the 
employees’ creativity. In a more detailed, the mediating role of intrinsic mediation variable is 
categorized into three aspects: firstly, mediating role of intrinsic mediation in the 
relationshipof the supervisor support with the employees’ creativity (H3a); secondly, 
mediating role of intrinsic mediation in the relationshipof the co-worker support with the 
employees’ creativity (H3b); and thirdly, mediating role of intrinsic motivation in the 
relationship of the family support with the employees’ creativity (H3c). The results of 
intrinsic motivation testing as a mediating variable in this study are summarized in Table 3. 
Independent 
Variables 
Dependent Variable: 
Employees’ Creativity 
R2=  0.285;  
Adjusted R2 = 0.265 
F= 14.226 
Beta t Sig 
Supervisor Support 0.059 5.659 0.521 
Co-Worker Support 0.505 0.643 0.000* 
Family Support 0.002 5.272 0.984 
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Hypothesis H3a states that intrinsic motivation mediates the impact of supervisor 
support on the employees’ creativity. The hypothesis testing shows that, for the first 
equation, supervisor support was not found to have a significant impact on the intrinsic 
motivation (ß= -0.031; t= -0.302; p> 0.05). The second equation shows supervisor support 
does not have a significant impact on the employees’ creativity (ß= 0.059; t= 5.659; p> 
0.05). The third equation shows that intrinsic motivation influenced the employees’ creativity 
(ß= 0.371; t= 4.682; p>0.05).  However, intrinsic motivation was not found to mediate the 
impact of family support on the employees’ creativity since, for the first and the second 
equations, the independent variables did not influence the dependent variable as required by 
Baron and Kenny (1986). Therefore, we can conclude that hypothesis 3b is refused. 
In the hypothesis H3b testing, the first equation shows that co-worker support had a 
positive impact on the intrinsic motivation (ß= 0.263; t= 2.461; p< 0.05). Co-worker support 
had a positive impact on the employees’ creativity in the second equation (ß= 0.505; t= 
0.643; p< 0.01) (see Table 3), and intrinsic motivation positively influences the employees’ 
creativity in the third equation (ß= 0.371; t= 4.682; p< 0.01). In addition, beta value for the 
impact of co-worker support on the employees’ creativity in the third equation (ß= 0.407; t= 
4.524; p< 0.01) was smaller than beta value in the second equation (ß= 0.505; t= 0.643; p< 
0.01). Therefore, it can be interpreted that intrinsic motivation partially mediates the impact 
of co-worker support on the employees’ creativity. 
Hypothesis 3c states that intrinsic motivation mediates the impact of family support 
on the employees’ creativity. From the hypothesis testing, the first equation showed that the 
family support had no significant impact on the intrinsic motivation (ß= 0.153; t= 1.582; 
p>0.05). The family support was also found to have no significant impact on the employees’ 
creativity in the second equation (ß= 0.002; t= 5.272; p>0.05), but the third equation showed 
that intrinsic motivation had a significant impact on the employees’ creativity (ß= 0.371; t= 
4.682; p>0.05). Based on the hypothesis testing, we conclude that hypothesis 3b is refused, 
since the intrinsic motivation does not mediate the impact of supervisor support on the 
employees’ creativity. 
However, intrinsic motivation did not mediate the impact of family support on the 
employees’ creativity. Since, in the first and the second equations, the independent variables 
did not influence the dependent variable, as required by Baron and Kenny (1986). Shortly, 
hypothesis 3c is not supported in this study.  
Intrinsic motivation is defined as to what extent the employees are actively and 
enthusiastically involved in their job. Intrinsic motivation may lead to increase in 
informational feedback and allow the employees to develop their competence (Deci and 
Ryan, 1987). The employees will be more enthusiastic and active in doing their tasks when 
they have supports form their supervisors, co-workers, and families. In other words, the 
support from supervisor, co-worker, and family can enhance the intrinsic motivation of the 
employees and eventually their creativity. 
The results of hypothesis testing for the intrinsic motivation as a mediating variable 
(H3a, H3b, and H3c) showed that intrinsic motivation only mediated the impact of co-worker 
support on the employees’ creativity. With the support from co-workers, the employees will 
be more enthusiastic in doing their tasks and more greatly motivated to create new ideas for 
organization. 
When it comes to supervisor support, the employees will be intrinsically motivated 
when the supervisor gives a support. In this way, the employees will be ready to do the job 
beyond what the organization expects. This also applies for the family support. The 
employees will be more enthusiastic and open to new ideas when the family is able to 
provide information and ready to share relevant knowledge (Madjar, 2005). Therefore, 
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family member with the same working background in one family is necessary. In this way, 
(at least) two family members can share information and relevant knowledge and will 
intrinsically motivate the employees to create new ideas. 
 
5. Conclusion, Limitation, And Future Research Agenda  
The current study aims at testing the impact of work environment support (i.e. 
supervisor support and co-worker support) and non-work environment support (i.e. family 
support) on the employees’ creativity in the context of mass media industry, which is known 
for high-degree creativity.  
The study shows that only co-worker support has a positive impact on the employees’ 
creativity.  
 
Table 3. Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Mediation 
Source: Primary Data, processed 
Note:  *   P < 0,05; **  P < 0,01 
 
The finding supports previous studies (e.g. Shin and Zhou, 2003; Madjar et al., 2002). Co-
worker support may come in the form of suggestion, information, and experience sharing 
through social interactions at workplace or outside the workplace.  
The greater the co-worker support, the greater the employees’ creativity in work. 
This particularly happens in the context of mass media industry, which requires intensive 
interactions among the co-workers, for instance, from the preparation of media coverage to 
publication. In addition, co-worker control is usually high. Managerially, it is important and 
relevant for organization to facilitate and to establish social interaction forums or knowledge 
sharing forums for employee both online-offline forums and formal-informal ways. 
Supervisor support and family support do not significantly influence the employees’ 
creativity. This finding is different from the previous studies (see Madjar et al., 2002; Shin 
and Zhou, 2003). Different leadership style of supervisor, although is not the focus of the 
study may explain the findings (cf. Oldham and Cumming, 1996; Shin and Zhou, 2003). 
Moreover, demographic characteristics of the supervisor and the employees (e.g. age, 
gender, and educational background) and duration of interaction might be other factors of the 
Indepen
dent 
Variabl
es 
Mean 
Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3 
Intrinsic Motivation Employees’ Creativity Intrinsic Motivation as a 
Mediating Variable 
R2= 0.112 
Adjusted R2 = 0.087 
R2= 0.285 
Adjusted R2 = 0.265 
R2= 0.408 
Adjusted R2 = 0.385 
F= 4.476 F= 14.226 F= 18.235 
Beta t Sig Beta t Sig Beta t Sig 
Supervis
or 
Support 
3.89 -0,.31 -0.302 0.763 0.059 5.659 0.521 0.070 0.840 0.403 
Co-
Worker 
Support 
3.67 0.263* 2.461* 0.015* 0.505** 0.643** 0.000** 0.407** 4.524** 0.000** 
Family 
Support 3.51 0.153 1.582 0.117 0.002 5.272 0.984 -0.055 -0.686 0.494 
Intrinsic 
Motivati
on 
3.84          0.371 4.682 0.000** 
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difference. Further research is suggested to include those variables in the analysis to provide 
more comprehensive understanding on the topic. 
As previously explained, majority of the respondents had family members with 
different working backgrounds. This may also be an explanation of the finding that family 
support was not found to be relevant to the employees’ creativity. Additionally, nature of 
works in mass media industry which require specific knowledge that may be beyond the 
family coverage. Future research can pay special attention on the family support factors by 
comparing families (e.g. family with same professional background vs. family with different 
professional background). 
The current study also tested the mediating role of intrinsic motivation in the 
relationship between the environment support (i.e. supervisor and co-worker) and non-work 
environment support (i.e. family) on the employees’ creativity. The study shows that intrinsic 
motivation partially mediates the impact of co-worker support on the employees’ creativity. 
This supports previous study e.g. Shin and Zhou (2003).  
Furthermore, the setting of the study is mass media industry, particularly editorial 
job, which requires high-degree creativity, innovation, accuracy, as well as high speed.. The 
findings of the current study can be generalized in the context of industry with same 
characteristics, such as creative industry and advertisement, which also require highly 
creative employees. In the context of industry with different characteristics that is an industry 
that does not require specific and intense interactions among co-workers, the findings might 
be different. Therefore, it is interesting for future study to compare factors that contribute to 
employees’ creativity in different industrial settings, such as creative industry vs. others. 
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